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We Didn’t Get or Leak the Affidavit 


The article by Juan Williams titled 
“Open Season on Clarence Thomas” 
[op-ed, Oct. 10] might better have 
been titled “Open Season on the Civil 
Rights Community.” Williams hurled a 
series of allegations at the Leadership 
Conference on Civil Rights that are 
malicious, ugly and untrue. He 
charged that the Clarence Thomas 
“nomination has been marked by “in- 
discriminate, mean-spirited mudsling- 
ing” by unions, civil rights groups and 
women’s organizations that “have 
been mindlessly led into action . . . by 
the Leadership Conference on Civil 
Rights.” He further alleged that the 
revelation of Prof. Anita Hill’s claim 
of sexual harassment was a “slimy 
exercise orchestrated in the form of 
leaks of an affidavit to the Leadership 
Conference on Civil Rights.” 

The specific charge is false, as The 
Post would have learned if it had 
practiced journalistic fairness by 
seeking to ascertain the basis for 
Williams's allegation or by asking the 
Leadership Conference on Civil 
Rights for its comments before print- 
ing the accusation. We flatly deny that 


the Leadership Conference received 
the affidavit prepared by Prof. Hill, 
and we do not believe Juan Williams 
has any shred of evidence to substan- 
tiate his charge. 

The broader accusations of mud- 
slinging and sleazy tactics are equally 
unfounded. The Leadership Confer- 
ence is a coalition of some 185 organi- 
zations committed to working togeth- 
er in the cause of equal opportunity 

Taking Exception 


and equal justice. Decisions of the 
Leadership Conference are taken only 
by consensus' among the constituent 
organizations. To suggest that organi- 
zations such as the AFL-CIO, 
NAACP, Mexican American Legal 
Defense and Education Fund, Nation- 
al Council of Churches and the Wom- 
en’s Legal Defense Fund, all of whom 
joined in the consensus to oppose 
Judge Thomas, would take such ac- 
tion “mindlessly” and without the au- 


thority of their own governing bodies 
is ridiculous on its face. 

The Leadership Conference te 
proud of the many civil rights victo- 
ries it has achieved in its 41-year 
history — victories that have benefited 
all Americans. 

Many of those victories were se‘- 
cured in the courts and, accordingly*, 
the composition of the judiciary has 
always been a matter of concern. 
Challenging a president's nominee to 
the Supreme Court is a difficult and 
unpleasant task and one that the 
Leadership Conference does not take 
lightly. It has done so seldom and only 
when we have been convinced that 
the nominee lacked a commitment to 
dispensing equal justice under law. 
But as daunting as the task may be, 
the Leadership Conference would be 
remiss in our obligations if we failed 
to oppose any such nominee. The 
lives and liberties of people who we in 
the civil rights community have 
worked to protect are literally at 
stake in the nomination of every new 
person to the Supreme Court. 

Our opposition to the confirmation 
of Clarence Thomas, Robert Bork and 
others has been based solely on their 
records, their writings, their speech- 
es and on characteristics of integrity 
and judicial temperament. Where in- 
formation about a nominee’s record 
has been presented to us, the Leader- 
ship Conference has soiight corrobo- 
ration according to standards that are 
at least as rigorous as those employed 
by reputable journalists. Where other 
relevant personal information about a 
nominee has been offered, we have 
directed people to the Senate Judicia- 
ry Committee, where the claims could 
be investigated and evaluated. 

To reiterate, in the case of the 
charges of sexual harassment against 
Clarence Thomas, the Leadership 
Conference neither received the affi- 
davit nor disclosed the charges. The 
further allegation by Sen. Orrin Hatch 
(using the Williams Column as pre* 
sumed support) that unnamed law- 
yers in the civil rights community 
helped Prof. Hill “concoct” a story of 
sexual harassment is a monstrous lie 
that defames both Prof. Hill and law? 
yers who work for civil rights organi? 
zations. ' 

The Leadership Conference is 
proud of its efforts to ensure that 
members of the Supreme Court have 
a demonstrated commitment of equal 
justice under law, and we intend to, 
continue our participation in the con- 
firmation process, adhering scrupu- 
lously to our principles of fairness. 
Indeed, the process would be dis; 
served if the First Amendment rights 
of nponle in the civil rights communi- 


